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have automatically echoed the anonymous libel, produced abroad by the party
aiming at the overthrow of Elizabeth.
The only retort to Sir Philip Sidney's challenge was that the anonymous
assailant reissued the same pamphlet; this time in French. Throwing
off the mask of "dutyful good wyl" he named the production, "Discours de La
Vie Abominable, Ruses, Trakisons, Meurtres, Impostures, empoisonments,
paillardisms, Atheisms, et autres tret iniques conversations . . . . de my Lorde de
Lecestre, Machiaveliste, contre I'honneur de Dieu, la Majeste de la Royne
d'Angleterre, et toute la Republique Chrestienne"
As authorities for Leicester's crimes he referred to a " Nobleman" and a
"Gentlewoman" at the Court. The Gentlewoman's identity has not aroused any
interest; but as to the Nobleman, a igth century interpreter of " The Politics of
Shakespeare's Historical Plays"—Richard Simpson, chief advocate of the Burghley-
Polonius notion, alleged also that Burghley gave Morgan (an adherent of Mary
Queen of Scots,) all the " information " embodied in the pamphlet, so as to expose
his political rival! This ridiculous assertion has echoed and re-echoed. But whereas
Simpson's idea of Burghley's character purported to be derived from Burghley's
own "remains," it was based on yet another libel,—called "The Caecilian
Republic/'1
When Horace Walpole in his " Catalogue of the Royal and Noble Authors of
England'' stated it was "pretended" that Burghley "furnished hints for that
composition to Parsons the Jesuit," he added "This assertion was never proved:
it ought to be before It deserves any credit" Walpole imagined that Leicester was
" a bad man," but even so, he asked " would that justify Cecil in employing one
of his mistress's bitter enemies to write against one of her ministers?"^
That Burghley, who devoted forty consecutive years to upholding the Queen's
honour, could have presented either Father Parsons or Thomas Morgan with
material for the most ferocious attack upon his Sovereign, and upon her Court in
which he was himself so conspicuous—is absurd. Moreover the libel is the antithesis
to Burghley's style. Also, Burghley signed the contradiction to it.
Who then was the nobleman to whom the libeller was indebted for guidance?
In the 1904 version, Burgoyne, the editor (p. xii), quotes a letter to the Rev.
Dr. Mosse signed C.A.; "Parsons , , . . many years after the death of L. denies
himself to be the author of it. In short the author is very uncertain, and for
anything that appears in it, it may as well be a Protestant's as a Papist's." But had
C. A. read it? In 1584 it was not Protestants who wished the fall of Leicester. C. A.
continues, " I should rather think it the work of some subtle courtier, who, for
safety, got it printed abroad, and sent it to England under the name of Parsons."
iThis libel is not in B.M. nor at Hatfield; and cannot at present be traced. For fifteen years the
present writer has searched for it; and is baffled as yet. Simpson quoted it without saying where
he found it; just as Zouch quoted "Father Parsons' Green Coat well dusted" without indication
of where the pamphlet could be seen.
2Op. cit. ed: 1806, Vol. II. p. 65. Also a MS. note in the hand of Watson (author of "The History
of Halifax), at end of Grenville's copy in the B.M., to the same effect.

